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REMAUICS/ARGUIVIENTS 

In light of iJie amendments to the claims presented herein and the following remailcs, 
reexamination and reconsidej-ation of this application, withdrawal of the rejections, and fonn;il 
notificiition of the atlowiibility of all claims ns ]>resented are earnestly solicited. As detailed in 
the Office Action mailed Jime 15, 2005, ClainiM 1-90 are pending, wherein Claims 1-90 liave 
been rejected. In response to the Office Action , Claims 1, 14, 41 '-55, 66, and 77-90 have been 
amended. The amendments to the claims find support throughout the Speci tication and the 
Drawings and no new matter has been added. Accordingly, it is believed that the claims now 
deFuie i:»atentable subject matter (wer die prior art cited in the Office Action and notice to such 
effect is requested at the Examiner^s earliest convenience. 

Ckiini Objections 

Claim 66 was obje(;ted to in the Office Action for informalities. In response, Claim 66 
has been amended as suggested in the Office Action. Accojdingly, the Applicants submit that 
this rejection is now moot. 

Claim Rejections - 35 ILS.C. §101 
Claims 41 -54 and 77-90 were rejected in the Office Action as being directed to non- 
statutory subject matter, In response. Claims 41 -54 and 77-90 have been amended to indicate 
that the claimed subject mutter is directed to a "computer-remlable medium encoded with a 
computer progi am," as suggested in tlie Office Action. Accordingly, the Applicants submit that 
these rejections are now moot and request withdi-awal of tJie same. 

Claim Rejoctions - 35 IJ.S.a §103 

Claims 1 , 1 U 14. 26-28, 36-38, 41, 42, 50-52, 55, 64-66, 72-74, 77, 78, and 86-88 were 
rejectecl in the Office Action as being obvious over U.S. Patent No. 4,997,769 to Lundsgaard in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 5,835,617 to Ohta et aL The Applicants respectfully uaverse these 
rejections, Mowevej*, die Applicants have amended Claims 1, 14, 41, 55, and 77 to further clarily 
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the subject matter l>eing claimed. Tliese amendments lind siijiport throughout tlie Specification 
and the Drawingst and no new matter has been added. 

The Lundsgaard '769 patent disclojies a method and apparatus for determining oxygen 
saturation or oxygen content of a blood sample by determining a total of five hemoglobin 
derivatives. The appai*atus 10 includes a conduit system comprising an inlet tube 1 1 extending 
From an aperti ^re 1 2 at an outer side suiface of the housing of tlie a]3paratus to a heinolyzing and 
measuring block 13 and further to a liquid detector and liquid condnit divider block 14, in which 
a liquid detector 28 it; arranged. Below the lovi'e r side mvfnct of the liemoJyaiBng mil 
l iicasjirinti block 13, a light emiitiHg device 35 constituted hv a p hoto h mm is sin ani>cfl> 
The intcnshy of th e htght emit ted fr om the M 9}tt em ittine: cleyice 35 is detected by a li^ht 
detector 101 c oMstitii tcd by a ohotodiode. The light detector is connected to a control circuit 
which supplies power to the light emitting device 35 and serves the purpose of maintaim'ng a 
constant intensity of light radiated from the light emi tting device 35. Part of the^ 
f rom die Hig ht e mitt int^ de vice or gdiot^ lamp 35 is tratismittcd thr oingh the blood maniple 
coiijjdned in a cnvette 67 which eo iistitiites p art of the coiiduit exteiuliiiits through the 
hemolyzing and measuring block 13 and is o iitieally proces sed in n moiiochro wator 
assembly 36. Mcasurintj; sisnai s generated in the nionoch romator as scnd>ly 3(i arc mwH to 
a sig nal nrocessor 3 7 which further comBiiiinic ates w ith a c ent ral microcomputer 38 in 
.which the nicasnri ng signals generated in the monoehromator assembly 36 and prwessed 
in the si gnal proce ssor 37 are fnrther process ed. 

The Lundsgaard '769 patent further discloses lhat die optical system of the 
monoehromator assembly 36 comprises an input part 47 for transmitting light from the light 
emitting device or photo lamp 35 to Uie blood sample contained in the cuvette 67 of the 
hemolyzing and measuring block 13, and an output part 48 for guiding or transmitting light 
transmitted through the blood sample conUuned in the cuvette 67 of the block 13 to a plurality of 
light detectors. Tlie output part 48 comprises a biconvex lens 53, an optical screening device 54 
having an aperture aligned in relation to the light transmission path of the biconvex lens, the 
block 13 and the input jiart 47, and further a concave mirror 57 and an oprical grating device 58. 
£!jmiljjeji 55 of the optical screening device 54 the light is transmitted to the 
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concave mil ror 57 mn\ fnrtlicr to il ic op tical ttrarint; device 5 8 for senaradntii the lialit 
iransinitted to the gracing device into inonochron iatic couiftoiicinfcs. The light transmitted 
frorn the concave miiTor 57 to die optical grating device 58, where part of the light ti'ansinitted to 
the optical grating device 58 is re-transmitted to the concave mirror 57 to the screening device 
54. The screening device 54 is a p lane smd h ollow d evice in which a plnralHy of light 
detecto rs or p hotodioc]les,62 is housed. The ii|ulividn;il liiiht de^c^^^ 62 are 

e xposed to mojiiochroma tic or snbstantially na onochrowiatic light separated in the grating 
device 58 and reflected from the concave miiror 57 through shts or apertures 63 of the front 
surface of the screening device 54 facing the coxicave miixor 57. The light detectors or 
lid iotodiodes 62 are constituted by photodi r tdes sensitive to light of a wavelength o f 
approxjniately 400 nin- JflOO nivi and generate? photodiode ctirrcnts of the order of J - 400 nA . 
TIte logarithmic amplifier convert^J the photodiode current to 4 V/dec; 0 V=l fiA. The outputs of 
the logarithmic amplifier 92 is converted to a normalizfxl measnring signal representing the light 
intensities detected by the photodiodes 62 are input to an analog/digital converter 97, The output 
of the analog/digital converter 97 is connected to an interface input/output block 98 the output of 
which is connected to a bus 88, 

The Ohta '617 patent discloses an arithmetic conti'ol mechtmism of an oplifia] CT 
apparatus for providing a tojnograpliic image that ca lculates first l ii^ ht densiti es in onlput 
portions of an object on the bas is of a numerical analysis method , when it is assumed that the 
object is divi ded into f ine sepniciite and all segmeuts have the sa me valiie as an absorption 
coefficient under oredetermincd condit ions eciuivalent to a n actual measureme nt: and 
calc|Blptes s^^^ liglit densities in the oi^tpnt i)ortions, when it is assumed t hat seiiuentially 
selected one of the s egmeitts has a, s pecific vahie as an absorp tion coef ficient under the 
iircdete rinin ed con d itio ns. Further, tlie mechanism calculates, as influences of the segments, 
ratios of tlie first to the second light densities, thereby obtaining an influence maltix 
corresponding to an arrangement of the segments; calculates relative ratios of the third light 
densities in the output poitions on the h^is of the actual measurements to the first light densities, 
thereby obtaining a relative ratio matrix coiTesi:>onding to arrangements of input and output 
portions of the object; and performs a mati ix calculation by using the influence matrix and the 
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ixjlative ratio mati'ix, thereby obtaining feature dala of tlie segments for recojistnicting a 
totnograjihic image of the object. 

hi contrast^ embodiments of the present invention, as now claimed, are directed to 
methods, systems, and compnter-readable medinm encoded with a computer program capable of 
determijiing an amount of at least one molecnlar specie comprising a sample, with e a c li 
m olecular siiccie bcint* indict ted by a dye , fi oiti nin ini:tge o f t he s nm ple cftjitiired as image 
data by ft color imHftc flcciiiisition device, such as a color came ra or an RG B camera, in a 
video-microscopy system. An op tical den sit y o f the sample is first deteniiiii cd from the 
iniafte d ata in each of a rcd^ grceiin and blue c hannel at a p ixel in the ima ge so as to form a 
corresponding optical density matrix for the pixel The optical density matrix is then multiplied 
by an inverse of a relative absorption coefficienc matrix so to form a resultani: matrix for the 
pixel, wlierein the relative absorption cocfflciiint matrix com]>r ise,s a rela tive absorpiion 
coefficient for each dye^ indepcndeiifly of th e sample^ in e ach of the rcd^ iireen^^ and bhie 
chann els. The resultant matrix thus comprising: the amount of each molecular specie, as 
indicated by the respective dye, for the pixel. 

T. Claims 1,11, 14, 26 28, 36^38, 41, 42, 50-52, 55, 64-66, 72-74, 77, 78, and 8fr-88 Are 
Patentable 

The Applicants have reviewed liie rejections and submit that Claims 1,11,14, 26-28, 36- 
38, 41, 42, 50-52, 55, 64-66, 72-74, 77, 78, and 86 -88 arc patentable over the cited references for 
a variety of reasons, tiny one of which is su fficient to remove the rejections against the claims. It 
is A]:>plicants' opinion that: 

A. The Lundsgaard '769 and Ohta '61 7 patents, either sepaiTitely or in combination, do not 
teach or suggest a system involvuig a color image awjuisition device, a plinality of dyes for 
staining the sample, and the analysis of both san^ple and dye data in the red, green, and blue 
channels of Uie color im»ige acquisition device; and 
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B. A person of ordiiiriry skill in the art would not have an ohjectiyc reason for combining 
the teachings of the Lundsgaard '769 and Ohta '617 patents to arrive at the prcseut invention as 
now claimed. 

Bach of these reasons is discussed more liilly below. 

A. The Cited References Do Not Teacli, Suggest or Provide Motivation for the 
Combination »s Alleged in the Oflice Action 

The Applicants first note that the Federal Circuit has consistently stated that a finding of 
obviousness requires a S | ^ocific tenchiiig, motiv ation^ or sujgjacsstio n to com hine the tiincliintss 
of indivadnfti items o f prior See, e.g.. In Re Sang Su Lee^ No. 00-1 158 (Fed. Cir. January 
1 8, 2002) (factual n nestion of motivation to combime is material to patentability and con id not 
be resolve d on subj ective belie f and u nknown antboriiv) ; CJl, Bard, Inc. v. M3 Systems, Itjc, 
157F.3d 1340, 1352 (I-ed. Cir. 1998) (a showing; of a sugfgostion. teaching, or motivation to 
combine is an essenti al evide ntiary componen t of an obvioijsne.ss holding); In re Fritch, 972 
F.2d 1260, 1265 (Fed. Cir. 1992) (Examiner can satisfy burden of obviousness in light of 
combinatioji only by sliowing some objective te a chiniai leading to the combination); and In re 
Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 1075 (Fed. Cir. 1988) (evidence of te:u:hinR or sufgpes tion essential to 
avoid hind sight). 

In this regard, the Applicants also note that MPEP §2141 explicitly states that, when 
"applying 35 U.S.C. 1 03, the foljowing tenets of patent law must be adhered to : 

(A) The claimed invention must he considered as a whole; 

(B) The r eferences must l>e considered as a whole and must snKgcstthe d esirability and thu s 
the obviou sness of ma kin g the combination : 

(C) The refcrepices must be viewed wit hout the benefit of impermissible hindsight vision 
afforded by the claimed invention; and 

(D) Reasonable expe<:tation of success is the standard with which obviousness is determined." 
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Furdiennoi-e, in detennining the differences between tlie prior art and tKc claims, "the 
question under 35 U.S.C. 1 03 is iiot whether the differences iliemselvcs would have been 
obvioiii^*, but whether the ehtimcd invention as a whole woald have been obvions/' MPBP 
§2141.02, "Biiaic Considerations Wliicb Apply l:o Obviousness Rejections," citing Straiq/lex, 
Inc. V. AercHjuip Corp,, 713 R2d 1530, 218 USl^Q 871 (Fed. Cii-. 1983); Schenk v. Nortron 
Corp., 713 F.2d 782, 218 USPQ 698 (Fed. Cii'. 1983). (Empbitsis added). The teaching or 
snggestdon to make the elaiined cojinibh|a]ljon and reasonable ey)ij(^t}|H must 
both be fonnd in the firior art^ not in applicant's disclosnrc . MPEP §2143 cii in g In re Vaack, 
947 R2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991). Also, "ftlhe regnire ment ^^at the time the 
myentjon was m^^^ MPEP §2141.01(111), In addition, 

"la] prior art reference must be considered in its entirety, i.e., as a whole, inchidiug portions 
that woidd lead away from die claimed invention/* IV.L Gore &As'SOciates, Iru\ v. Garlock, 
Inc., Ill F.2d 1540, 220 USPQ 303 (Fed. Cir. 1983), cerL denied, 469 U.S. 851 (1 984). 

In light of these directives provided in the MPEP, the Applicants submit that separating 
background disclosure from each independejit claim and then applying the cited references to the 
remrrinder, in the manner set forth in the Office Action, clearly does not cons ider each 
independ ent claim as a whole (i.e., the totality of the combination of elements, as recited). 
Furthermore, such rejections are entir el y contrary to the requirement that t he teaching or 
snMfcstion to make the claimed fcond>ination jiind reasonable expe ctation of siiccess imist 
both be tp nnd in the prior art^ and not in applicant's d isclo snre. As such, the Applicants 
note Hint tlie Lundsgaard '760 patent is paiticularly directed to spectrophotometiically 
detennining the concentration of a number of hemoglobin derivatives in whole blood and does 
not disclose a colo r iinati c acq nisition device having red, green, and blue channels from 
which an optical deash:v of a sam p le stained ivitli a d ye for each molccniar specie is 
determined at a p ixel in an i matiie of tlie stain ed samp le. Further, the hemoglobin deriyatiye 
SMUlkS that are the subject of the Lundsgaard *769 patent are not treated with any dye. That 
is, the Lundsgaard '769 patent does not disclose the use of any dye, much less determining a 
relative absoiption coefticient matrix from a relative ab sorption coe fficient for each of a 
l^ljurMjty of dyes determi ned inde pendently of the sample in e ach of the red, green, and 
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blue cluTinels of the color imrtfto rtcqu isifioii jlevjc e, as parliciiJatiy claimed in the present 
invention. 

Furd'ier, the Ohta '617 patent also cited in the Office Action is particularly directed to an 
optical couipuior t^omocii a)ililc iipparatiiiiiS for iDrojecting light onto an object to be examined 
and )i ccoHstrncting a t nmotiraphic i mnijge on die basis of the measurement value of the light 
transmitted through the object (ais jneasiircil by n phototletector), and an image reconstiuction 
method using optical computer tomography (CT) whereby a tomographic image is reconstTOcted 
in ]3seudocolor from die light intensities measured by die photodetector. The Ohta '617 patent 
further discloses that the "object" under consideration is a three-dimensional volume comprised 
of a plurality of volume elements (or "VOXELs''). whereby the image reconstruction method 
seeks to reconstj uct a "shoe" by considering the change in light tj-ansmissivity properties through 
a plurality of successive voxels. The Ohta '617 patent docs not disclose u color ima^e 
qcqiiisition tievice lisuviiia rcfj, Kreen^ and bine cha nnels from which aii optical rleosi<:v o f a 
sample sta imcd with a c(yc for cnch molecular speci e is determbiecl at a pixel in aii b na^ c of 
the stain ed sa iirt ple . Further, the device disclosed by the Ohtxi '617 patent implements 
absorption coefficient yal .n es that are ussimicd luider predetermined conditions ibr a rneasiired 
C T vohmieelement. As such, the relative absolution c<.>efficient matrix delcTmincd, 
assinnption,, by the Ohta '61 7 patent is n ot ecinivalent to fleternnning a relative absorption 
j g <>eiricjejit iTijitri a relative absorption cocfllcicnt for each of a D lmralitY of dyes^ 

iiKlcpcndentlv of the s anipic i n each of the red, green, and bine chan nels of the c o lor iniaj gc 
acqnisi t ion device, as particularly claimed in the present invention. 

The Applicants submit that the UrndsgajLrd '769 and Ohta '617 patents, either separately 
or in combination, clearly do not teach or snppfest whatsoever, a colo r hmvic acnnisitio n 
device liavin^r r ed, green, and bi ne charmels from vyhich an op tical density of a sample 
s tained with a dye for each molecniar specie i.s determined at a pixel in an imaRc of the 
«*aiqc<L§ajHil^ Further, the Lundsgaard '769 find Ohta '617 patents, either sepamtely or in 
combination, clearly do not teach or snp;pcst, whatsoever, determiiiin i^a rehitivc al ^sor ptiion 
j^rfficienyiiatrix f rom a rel ative absorption coefficient for each of a nbiralitv of dyes, 
k^jh^^cnrten^^^^ of the sample^ in ea ch of tJie re d, green, a nd bi ne channels of the color image 
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n cqiii sUion device. That is, the Lundsgaard '7(i9 and Ohta '617 patents do not, at all, involve a 
color image acquisition device having ved^ gteen, and blue channels for captiuing an image of a 
sample, from which optical densities of the sample are detennined. In addition, the Lundsgaard 
'769 and Ohta '617 patents cloilSfc all, involve a procedure whereby tire color image 
acquisition device is used to determine a relative absorption coefficient matrix from a relative 
absorption coefficient for each of a plurality of dyes, independently of die sample, in each of the 
red, green, and blue channels. As such, any ajlogation m the Office Action tliut it woiilci have 
been obvious to apply tlie teadiiim s of the Lniulsg nard ^769 and Ohtii ^ 617 pate nts to a 
system involving a color ima ge acq nisition device^ a nimrrtlity of dyes for staining th e 
samnle, an d t he analysis of bottr sam and blue channels 

of the, color imagc^ for the comhination in th e 

AimUmM s\ disclam ^'^^ ^" this regard, the Applicants note that this is clearly admitted on Page 5 
of the Office Action. Therefore, such an obviousness rejection is entirely contrary to the MPEP 
requirement that the t eaching or su| gp:cstion to make the claimed combination and 
reasonable ex pect ation of sncccss mnst both be fonnd in the prior art, and not in 
applicant's dfsclosnre . As a result, each indet^iend cn t claim has n ot been considered as a 
w liole^ or a totj dit y of a combina tion MJ<*^^^^ elcnient.s, as also particularly required by tlie 
MPEP. 

Thus, in view of these differences between embodiments of the present invention, as now 
pailicularly claimed in Claims 1, 14, 26, 41, 55, 64, and 77, and the Lundsgaard '769 and Oht^i 
'617 patents, either separately or in combination, tire Applicants submit that Claims 1, 11, 14, 
26-28, 36-38, 41, 42, 50-52, 55, 64-66, 72-74, 77, 78, and 86-88 are iiatcn table over the 
Lundsgaaid '769 and Ohta '61 7 patents cited in the OtTice Action. 

B. A Person of Ordinaiy Skill in the Art Won Id Not Have an Objective Reason 
for Combining the I'eachings of tlie Cited References as Alleged in the Office 
Action 

Wilh respect to the person of ordinai-y skill in llie art standard applied by the Office 
Action, it is particularly noted that "[t]here are three possible sources for a motivation to 
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combine relbrences: the nature of the prol:)lem to be solved, the tefichingt; of the prior art, and the 
Icriowledge of pei*sons of ordinary skill in tlie aii." MPEP §2143.01, "The Prior Art Must 
Suggest the DesirabiHty of tlie Claimed Invention," citing In re Rotiffel^ 149 F.3d 1350, 1357, 47 
USPQ2d 1453, 1457-58 (F'ef). Cir. 1998). In tliis regard, "M llie level of skill i n < hc art cannot 
be rclicil noon to nroviric the sn ^gestion to co mbin e references. " MPEP §2143.01 /The 
Prior Art Must Suggest the Desirability o f the Claimed Invention," citing Al-Site Corp, v. VSI 
Int'llnc, r74F.3d 1308, 50 USPQ2d 1161 (Fed. Cir. 1999). Fm-flieT-more. "(al statCMttcnt t hat 
modifications of the prior art to mee t the c hii invention yvonid lin ve been "well within 
tlic ordinary skill of the art at the time t he claimed invention wsis m a do*^ beca use the 
referenc es relied np pn, teac h that all a spects of the claimed inventio n were individnally 
kn own in the art is ii/>/.vii/yif f7>fi^ to est ablish it prima facie case of obvionsness without some 
ohjectiye r easojitp jsom^^ the ieachiit^ of the references ,^'' MPEP §21 43.01, ''Fact That the 
Claimed Invention is Within tlie Capabilities of One of Ordinaiy Skill in tlie Art is Not Sufficient 
by Itself to Establish Prima Facie Obviousness/' cifing Ex parte Levengood, 28 USPQ2d 1 300 
(Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1993); Tn rcKotzab, 217 F.3d 1365, 1371, 55 USPQ2d 1313, 1318 (Fed. 
Cir. 2000); und Al-Site Corp. v. VSI Intl Inc., 174 R3d 1308, 50USPQ2d 1161 (Fed. Cij-. 1999). 

With respect to the rejection of Claims 1 , 14, 26, 41 , 55, 64, and 77, the Office Action 
alleges that "[ijt would have been obvious for one skilletl in the art, at the time the invention was 
made, to use Lambert -Beer's law as disclosed in Lundsgaard when processing the image data 
from each of the color channels in the applicant's admitted prior art as they both deal in finding 
concentrations of biological components in a iipiicimen. This would result in improved 
identification of optical density of the sample and/or dye, thus providing motivation." Tlic 
Applicants traven^e this allegatiori, and thus traverse tbis rejection. 

First, the application of the person of ordinaiy skill in the art standard in the Office 
Action to the obviousness rejection of Claims 1,14, 26, 41, 55, 64, and 77 based upon the 
combination of the Lundsgaard '769 and Ohta 'r>1 7 patents, as well as "the applicant's adrnilted 
prior art/' is in direct coniravention to MPEP §2143.01, which explicitly states that "jtjhe 
level of ski ll in the art cann ot be relied npon in provide the snugcstion to co mb ine 
references .*' 
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Fiirlhei\ as previously discusatxl, the Liinclsgaard '769 and Ohta '61 7 patents, either 
separately or in combination, clearly do not teac h or isimpicst, whalBoever, u color i ma piO 
^eqi uisit ioii device liiwint; re tl^ gi:& cn^ and hlne cliflonels from whieli a n op tical de»s5tv of a 
sarupic stained with a dye for each molecular s pecif is deteii'iniiiitcd nt a pixel in an irnage of 
tlac st^iincd sa mple, or determini»i£ a relative ahsorption c oefficieiit matrix from a relative 
absonition coelTi elent for each of a pinrality of dyes, independentl y of the sampl e, in each 
of the rert, grccn ^ and bine c hannels of tlic color imape acquisition device. The motivation to 
combine alleged in the Office Action thus does not provide any objective reaso n as to why one 
having a system involving a color image acquisition device, a plurality of dyes for stain mg tlie 
sample, and the task of analyzing sample and dye data in the red, green, and blue channels of the 
color image acquisition device, would be motivated to use Lambert-Beer's law ius disclosed in 
Lnndsgaard and a relative absorption coefficient matrix in Iv^unbeit-Beer law calculations as 
disclosed in Ohtti, when neither L nor Ohta teach or snugest smch a n a pplication . 

As such, the alleged motivation to combine the Lundsgaard '769 and Ohtii '6 1 7 patents is also in 
direct contravention to Ml^EP §2143.01, which explicitly states tliat the " [a]| statem ent that 
modific ations of the prior art to meet the cla imed invention wo uld have bee n ^^well within 
the ordin ary skill of the art at the time the clai med inventio n was m ade^ becanse the 
references relied n pon teach that all as pe cts of the claimed invention wf^rf^ imHvidmltv 
kno wn in the art is /i/>/ sn ff leieu tto estab lish a prima fi iici e ease of o bvt w ithout some 

objective reason to comhine th e teachim s of the re ferenc es.'" 

ITius, m view of these factors, the Applicants fnriJier submit that Claims 1, H, 14, 26-28, 
36-38, 41 , 42. 50-52, 55, 64-66, 72-74, 77, 78, iuid 86-88 a rc patentable over the Lundsgaard 
'769 and Ohta '61 7 patents cited in the Office Action. 

IL Claims 2-1 0, 12, T3, 1 5-25, 29-3.5, 39, 40, 43-49, 53, 54, 56-63, 67-71, 75, 76, 79-85, 89, 
and 90 

Claims 12, 13, 24, 25, 39, 40, 46, 53, 54. 68, 75, 76, 89, and 90 were also rejected in die 
Office Action as being obvious over the Lundsgaard '769 and Ohta '61 7 patents in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 5,734,498 to lOasieva ei al Claims 2--10, 15-23, 29-35, 43-49, 56-63. 67-71, and 79- 
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85 were fuither rejected in tho Office Action k^s being obvious over the Liindsgaard '769 and 
Ohtu '617 patents in view of TXS. Patent No. 6,819,787 to Stone ei al 

As pi-eviously discussed, Clainj 1, upon which Chiims 2-10, 12, and 13 depend; Claim 
14, upon which Claims 15-25 depend; Claim 26, upon which Claims 29-35, 39, and 40 depend; 
Claim 41, upon which Claims 43-49, 53, and 54 dejKnd; Claim 55, upon which Claims 56-63 
depend; Claim 64, upon whicli Claims 67-71, 75, and 76 depend; and Claim 77^ upon which 
Claims 79-85, 89, and 90 depend, ai e pfttoitablc over the Lundsgaard *769 and Olita *617 
patents. 7*hus, in response, the Applicant furth(!r submits that the present invention, as claimed 
in Claims 2«IO;i2, 13, 15-25, 29-35, 39, 40. 43-49, 53, 54, 56-63, 67-71, 75, 76, 79-85, 89, and 
90, is patentable over the Lundsgaard '769 and Ohta '61 7 patents. As such, the Applicant 
respectfnlly requests withdrawal of these rejections. 

Conchisioii 

In summary, the Lundsgaard '769, Ohta '617, Krasieva '498, and Stone "787 patents, 
either sepaiately or in combination, cLojurt teach, suggest, or provide morivalion for 
embodiments of the present invention, as now claimed in Claims 1, 14, 26, 41 , 55, 64, and 77. 
Accordingly, in view of these differences between the Applicant's invention and die Lundsgaard 
'769, Ohta '617, Krasieva '498, and Stone '787 patents, it is submitted that the present invention, 
as defined by the pending claims, is patentable over the prior art cited in the Office Action, As 
such. Claims 1 -90 are believed to be in condition for immediate allowance. 

In conclusion, for the reasons set forth above, the Applicant submits that all claims now 
pending are in condition for immediate allowance. Accordingly, notice to such effect is 
respectfully requested at the Examiner's eiuliesi: opportunity. 

ft is not believed that extensions of time or fees for net addition of claims are requii-ed, 
beyond those that may otherwise be provided for in documents accompanying this paper. 
However, in the event that additional extensions of time anD necessary to allow consideration of 
tliis paper, such extensions are hereby petitioned under 37 CTR §1.1 36(a), and any fee required 
therefore (including fees for net addition of claims) is hereby authorised to be charged to Deposit 
Account No. 16-0605. 
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